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| 4_' oD e . PREFACE

-

The T1tle I D1str1ct Practlces Study was conducted by

-_Advanced Technology, Inc. for the U S. Department of Educatlon s

-~

Plann1ng and Evaluatlon Service. One goal of th1s study was to

describé how local d1str1cts operated pr03ects funded by Title I

" of the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act [ESEA] in the"

41981 -82 school year. A second, related goal ‘was to document

local:educators ‘rationales for the1r program dec1slons, the1r

o

“1n the l978 T1tle I Amendments,‘and their assessments of'the-

expected effects of Chapter 1 of the Educatlon Consolldatlon and
Improvement Act [ECIA] on school d1str1ct operatlons of T1tle I

S ]
pro;ects., The study was deslgned spec1f1cally to draw cross—t1me

<

compar1sons w1th the flndlngs "of the Compensatory Educatlon Study
!

conducted by the Natlonal Inst1tute of Educatlon [NIE] and. to

’

prov1de basellne ‘data for spbsequent analyses of Chapten l

‘v

ECIA'S adm1n1strat10n.:"74 ‘-_; _'. L S

The results of the Title f D1str1ct Pract1ces Study are '?j

presented ‘in th1s and elght other spec1al reports (see back

. ¢

cover), plus the study 'S Summary Report These'reports synthe-

size data collected from a mall questlonnalre sent to T1tle I

Directors in more than 2, 000 randomly selected school d1str1cts,

7
structured 1nterV1ews and document rev1ews in lOO natlonally .

$
representatlve T1tle I districts, and 1ndepth case stud1es in 40

spec1ally"selected T;tle I 'districts. ..i -‘;y\'

v

perCeption of the problems and benefits of requirements contained’ "

e
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' To meet the objectlves of th1s major n@@lonal study, a'_

N

special study staff was as5embled within Advanced Technology s,

Soc1al Sc1ences D1v1s1on. . That stagf, housed,Ln the D1v1s1on s _j

Program ‘Evaluation- Operatlons Center, oversaw the study des1gn,,*

data collection and process1ng, analyS1s work, and report pre—
{, 4

paratlon. ‘The study benef1ted from unusually exper1enced data
_collectors who, w1th Advanced Technology s senlor staff and
'consultants, conducted the structured 1nterv1ews and case
'stud1es. Two consultants, Brenda Turnﬁull of Polzcy Research
Assoc1ates and Joan Michie, ass1sted in major aspects of‘the
study 1nclud1ng author1ng speclal reports and chapters in the

'Summary Report. Michael Gaffney and Dan1el Schember of the law
LS

e frrm Gaffney, Anspach,_Schember, Kllmasklu &. Marks}applled the1r

d.'

, longstadglng-famillarlty with Title I' s.legal and pollcy rssues
‘to each phase of the-study. . '

The Pro;ect Off1cers for the study, Jan1ce Anderson and

Eugene Tucker, prov1ded substantlve gu1dance for the completloﬂ’

of the tasks result1ng in these f1nal reports. . The suggestlons
‘of the study s Adv1sory Panel and helpful cr1t1ques prov1ded by."
1nd1v1duals from the T1tle I programs off1ce, espec1ally Wllllam;.
| Lobosco and Thomas Enderleln, are also reflected 1n these
reports.v v . »

Members of Advanced Technology s analyt1c, anagement,-andﬁ"

o

productLon staff who contrlbuted to the completlon of this and i

,‘other reports are too numerous to llst, as are the state and

"local off1c1als who cooperated with th1s study.' Wlthout_our

~
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ey S . . 4 Y -
mentioning their names, they*éhould_know their contributions, have

)been recognized ahd t;uly appfeciated; :
) : /. ’

)

\l. : .‘ ’ . . [8
Ted Barfeli,-P;Oject-Director," .
Title I District Practices Study ' o .

Richard Jung, Deputy PrbjecttDirector, R
Title I District Practices Study . '
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. PAPERWORK‘AND ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN
: FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS UNDER TITLE I

'SUMMARY AR S

6ne of the concerns\\f Congress 1n\modxfy1ng T1tle I of the
: - - P-4
fElementary and Secondary Educatlon Act [ESEA] was to free school .

fﬂdLstrlcts from unnecessary paperwork assoclated with the program.

In, the past, groups such as the COUHCll ofﬁéhlef State School

-

' 'Offlcers recommended that many of the requlrements of Title I be
. &

mod1f1ed ‘to. reduce paperwork and admlnlstratlve burden. Desp1te
-, the commonly held belief that Federal programs conta1n burdensome
and’ unnecessary requlrements, llttle emp1r1cal data-ex1st wh1ch

SN ,
onrtray the - perceptlons of local Tltle 1 program admlnlstrators-

in the area of adm1nlstrat1ve burden.

. The current dlscu551on focuses on three related questlons'

’ .

-

® How .do local T1tle I admlnlstrators currently allocate
their time across: admlnlstratlve respon51b111t1es?

e '.-How burdensome dq T1tle I adm1nlstrators view the.
. various parts of the Title 'I. requlrements, how does
" purden relate to .the 1mportancempf these act1v1t1es,
and what factors are assoc1ate& with perce1ved burden?

. . /
L e 'What do” Title I admlnlstrators report w1fﬁ be the _
. effects of ECIA on. paperwork and admlnlstratlve burden
1n the1r dlstrlcts? .

-

'Data presented in thisfreport were collected from a nation-
ally representatlve sample of l 769 T1t1e I D1rectors who

-returned a mall questlonnalge and T1tle I D1rectors in lOO

' school dlstrlcts who were 1nterV1ewed by the staff of Advanced -

-

M'I P

ERIC S Coxiii I .
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Technology. Reswlts of analyses performed on data fnom«theseu '~f$t:f

sources 1nd1cate that-

r’\\ . _ . . ) ) . '; . o o
- : % . I C R
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~Over 50 percent of the T1tle I D1rectors natlonw1de 'f';p%
- spend ‘up to. 25 percent of their’ tine adm1n1ster1ng

the;r T1tle I programs. ﬁ R e

..Of the time spent adanlsterlng T1tle I a tYpical* S

Title I Director spends 26 percent of the time super-—

vising the 1nstruct10nal program, 25 percent preparlng

applications and reports, - 13 percent managing the "bud-"

‘get, 12 percent on evaluation, 10 percent .on. parent

involvement, and the remaining 14, percent on iteis. such .

[N

as hiring, tra1n1ng, and deallng w1th Federal and state
' off1c1als. - _ .

. ! . . . A .
\ v LI . . E

'leme spent adm1n1ster1ng T1tle I vamles substantlally .
on- the size’of a district. ‘Directors in larger. d1s-ﬁ"'-‘l‘

tricts spend more op mbnaglng the budget and managlng 'ﬁ}'

‘the” instructional program and less time preparing - S
'appllcatlons than D1rectors 1n smaller d1str1cts._;" '

\

"‘When asked to rank 10 requlrements, T1tle I D1rectors

.'comparablllty and parent lnvolvement are least neces-'
' sary and most burdensome.* . : .

‘sary than on What 1s burdensome.~

nd1cate that evaluatlon and student. selection are the.
most necessary and’ most burdensome requlgements, while~”

- e

T1tle I D1rectors agree more eas1ly on what is ﬁeces-

'3'Rat1ngs of necess1ty and burden vary as ai functlon of a
‘district's size for the requlrem n

o of - comparablllty,.g,
targeting, -and complalnt resolutuon._j\ :

o~

: Theiburden rat1ngs assoc1ated w1th eval atlon are

related to the time spent on evaluation by the Pitle, I

Directors; this is not true for- burden ratlngs asso-
'c1atéd Lo . )

with parent 1nvolvement._.-

Q;Dlstrlcts ‘are hopeful that Chapter 1 of the'Education'

Consolidation, and Improvement Act w1ll reduce paperwork "

"and relax c®ftain regquirements;: ‘however, - they are con-.ﬁ“
‘cerned that as the role of the state 1ncreases, state-

related paperwork may also 1ncrease. . T
s’ '

Q



" PAPERWORK AND ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN FOR T
' SCHOOL DISTRICTS UNDER TITLE I = . T
_INTRODUCTION - 4‘ - o T

44.# . . :
One of the’ preqmlnent concerns of Congress in mod1fy1ng

-1\

'“Tltle I of ‘the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act [ESEA]* was

A
- to free school d1str1ct off1c1als from unnecessary paperwork and

- other adm1n1strat1ve burdens assoclated W1th this program : Chap-

. ter 1 of the Educatlon Consolldatlon and Improvement Act [ECIA]

of 1981 (P L 97’35)** states that a d1str1ct s. ablllty to meet

3dthe needs of chlldren‘frbm low-1ncome famllles

fW1ll be ‘more - effective. 1f education off1c1alsv

e ve e are freed frem overly prescr1pt1ve=' R

regulatlons and administrative burdens which =~ = -

~are not necessary for f1scal accountability.

I 4 and make no contribution to the 1nstructlonal
- program. - (§552) :

gfg The burden assoclated w1th Federal program reqquements in

T1tle I has been cr1t1c1zed by representatlies of state and local -

'.:,adm1n1strators. For example, the Councll of Chlef State School

' _‘Offlcers [CCSSO] in. test1fy1ng before Congress in 1977 identi-.

"nifled 18 areas 1n wh1ch Title I requlrements presented paperwork,

y -

;,reportlng, or adm1n1strat1ve problems. Included 1n the1r llst

'fﬁfof recommended changes were (l) requ1r1ng less detall in appll-'

;.catlons, (2) nogﬁrequlrlng parent adv1sory counclls [PACs]- in’

*Hereafter referred to as Tltle I.

:**Hereafter ¥eferred to as Chapter l, ‘or, ECIA.

\?;.'J -




L, A C e .
d1str1cts with TJtle I budgets of less’ than $50 000, and (3)
llm1t1ng the number of districts wh1ch should demonstrate com-

: parablllty. These compla1nts were ra1sed even’ before the enact-
ment of the ‘even more detalled and prescr1pt1ve requ1rements of
vthe 1978 T1tle I Amendments.-v 't

Studies exam1n1ng the act1u1t1es of local educatlonal pro-
gram adm1n1strators are rare. A recent study conducted for the'
Off1ce of/Educatlon [OE] (Hannaway, 1975) used a random t1me- ;

._sampllng methodology to exam1ne the act1v1t1es of educatlonal

adm1n1strators 1n med1um school d1str1cts over a six-week perlod.

When Federal program adm1n1stratofs 1n the central office were

compared to other central adm1n1strators, 1t was found that the

Federal program adm1n1strators spent more tlme in meet1ngs, in

\

“clarifying rules‘,L and 1n wr1t1ng reports and proposals than on
student issues and curr1cular matters.

The General Accounting Off1ce [GAO] 1is concerned w1th the
reductlon of paperwork, as mandated by the- Paperwork Reduction
Act of 1980. ‘A recent report ' (GRO, 1982) focuses on the control

.:of paperwork within the Department of Educatlon [ED] but does not
elaborate on the detalls of the paperwork ED 1mposes or how that
paperwork is perce1ved by states and locals. ~GAO s main con-
cern is-with paperwork reduction and the successful 1mplementa-

tion of congresslonal and pres1dent1al directives at the agency

level.

14
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A31de—from the calls for reduced Federal 1nvolvement 1n

regulatlng education and the work of Hannaway just descr1bed
-

.very little data from local school adm1n1strators are available
N

S~
descr1b1ng administrative’ act1v1t1es and perceptlons of burden

“ﬁlmposed by these requlrements.: Data from the T1tle I D1str1ct

Practlces Study* prov1de some insights into what T1tle I school
officials percelve to be the most adm1n1strat1vely burdensome

aspects of Title I and-the llkely—effects of Chaptervl.on the

.paperwqu associated:with administering the program.

Y ' -

RESEARCH QUESTIONS B

This exploratory analysis of T1tle I's reportlng and admln-

)

istratlve requlrements oen local district operatlons focuses on

/

three related questlons. . S ' o

® How do local T1tle.& administrators’ currently allocate
' the1r t1me across . aﬂmlnlstratlve respons1blllt1es?

o How burdensome-do Title I administrators “view the -
various parts of the Title I requirements, how does
burden relate to the 1mportance of these activities,

: and what factors may . be assoc1ated w1th~perce1ved
e - burden? ‘
. ' : )

® _What do Title I administrators report will be the -

' effects of ECIA on paperwork: and adm1n1strat1ve burden
in their districts?:

*Hereafter referred to as the D1str1ct Practices Study or DPS.
This study is limited to. the Title I educationally ‘disadvantaged °
and does not address the separate Title I programs for mlgrant,
hand1capped, or neglected and dellnquent chlldren.

-



DATA SOURCES

I

To addrd/s these questlons, th1s report draws selectlvely
upon data from the T1tle I D1str1ct Pract;ces Study conducted by
Advanced Technology .for the’ U S. Department of Educatlon. Th1s
study used the follow1ng data collectlon strategles to cross—val-
idate findings: | |

) A mail questlonnalre sent to more than .2,000 randomly
-selected local Title I D1rectors

L 3 Structured 1nterv1ews and document reviews -in 100
representat1ve T1tle I d1str1cts c0nducted 1n the fall
‘of 1981

. T / . :

e Indepth stud1es in 40 spec1ally selected T1tle I d1s-
tricts* .

ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES

T1tle I Coord1nators who rece1ved the mall questionnaire
were asked to 1nd1cate what percentage of the1r t1me they spent
adm1n1ster1ng Title I (see Append1x ‘A--Question A-40). As Table
1 indicates, a majority of the 1, 730 Directors (51.7 percent)“
‘respondlng to- the question spent up to 25 percent of the1r time
administering the_program.** As one would‘expect, D1rectors 1n‘
larger d1str1cts spend more time in their administration.of_Title‘
I than those 'in smaller d1str1cts.

, 9

*Chapter 2 of the Summary Report for Phases I and II of the o
. District Practices Study presents the study's methodology and the
ratlonare for this data collection approach in greater detail.

**A11 analysis results of data collected from our two representa—
.tive samples are welghted'to represeént a- nat10nal prOJectlon for -
Title T. . |
]

-~ ﬂ:~“1;7_;16
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| TABLﬂ}l’ T

PERCENT OF TIME TITLE I DIRECTORS SPEND ADMINISTERING
TITLE I BY DISTRICT' ENROLLMENT SIZE

\
O ' DISTRICT ENROLLMENT - |-
e T T . -
o | . | MEDIUM | . LARGE . | ]
PERCENT OF TIME . | SMALL | (2,500- | (10,000 : | i
' ADMINISTERING | (0-2,499 | 9,999 | or more, ‘| ROW- |
 TITLE I ,}students)l students)| students) | TOTAL |
| . - | | - R
- | S S o R
0-25% | N=579 | N=263 | . N=52 | - N=894 |
; | 72.9%* | 42.6%. | 14.8% | |
| | | , |- - |
- . B ] 1 i !
26-75% | . N=135 | N=214 | = N-123 | e
] 17.8% | -34.6% | 34.9% | )
| 1 T . . | |
. o S P I I I
75-100% | N=46 | N=141 | N=151 - | s
. | 6.1% | 22.8% | 50.3% |, |
| 1 SRR R l |
COLUMN TOTAL  N=760 ‘N=618  , N=322
100.0%  100.0% 100.0%
* \
_*All e‘ntrieé .represent column perée'ntages_.
‘ .
* ‘




L The D1rectors were asked how they apportlon their time

{

-fadmlnlsterlng T1tle ; across g&ght tasks (see Appendlx A--Ques-.

tion A—4l) » For the typ1cal (ive., modal) T1tle I school d1s-

tr1ct, over 50 percent of the adm1n1strab1ve act1v1ty 1nvolves

-

fpreparlng T1tle I appllcatlons and reports (25 percent) and

managlng and superv1s1ng the T1tle I 1nstéuctlonal program (26
percent), Manag1ng the budget takes up 13 percent of 'the t1me,
evaluation takes up l2 percent, and parent 1nvolvement takes lO
percent. The rema1n1ng l4 percent of'tlme is spent on staff
h1r1ng and tra1n1ng, deallng]w1th Federal and state off1c1als;
and other m1scellaneous aCth1tleS. Table 2 presents a summary
of these adm1n1strat1ve act1V1t1es ‘for d1str1cts ‘arranged by four,'

enrollment size categorles.up_y y o jﬁ

‘An 1nspectlon of Table 2 ina&cates that adm1n1strat1ve act1-

.’\- ra

’_v1t1es for T1tle I D1rectors can vary substantlally ‘based on a

d1str1ct s size. For example,»small d1str1ct D1rectors spend 27

percent of their time preparlng T1tle I appllcatlons and reports

»compared to only l4 percent -of D1rectors t1me in 30 of the

nation's 60 largest d1str1cts. These d1fferences may be relatedr
to large districts' hav1ng more adm1n1strat1ve personnel to help -
w1th the report prdparatlon whlle smaller district D1recto;§ can
only rely on themselves to complete the requ1red report1ng. Man-'
.ag1ng the budget is more time consumlng in larger d1str1cts.
Budget act1v1t1es account for 18 percent of a. D1rector‘s time in
the larger d1str1cts compared w1th 13 percent 1n the smaller d1s-'
tricts. The act1v1ty w1th the greatest d1fferences in adm1n1-
strator s time anolves manag1ng the 1nstructlonal program 'bbn
V.. o 6..'? . 18
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TR AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF. TIME SPENT, ADMINISTERING | |
. ASPECTS OF TITLE I BY SIZE OF DISTRICT o ..
L v L C ) ; . q ) .
: ST .. . .- .~ pMONG 60 o
I S sMALL - MEDIUM . LARGE ., LARGEST - TYPICAL
TACTIVITY - (N= 742) (N=6.02)'-!;’(N,=;315)',.-- _(N=30) . DISTRICT

Preparing Title o _273 - 22% ,. - 20% T, 14% © 25% .
I Appllcatlons/ oL T L o
‘Reports - : ' - : ‘

‘,'Developlng o | - 13% - §l4%' vzlS% -, 18% - 13%
Managing Title = .o . : L
Budget : ‘ : o o o s

Managing/ " ©24% 29% 31% © 40% . " 26%
. Supervising . B ' L , T ‘ o
Instructlonal o : o T \\\ > L ' ;o
'Program ~,¢ , o S ' - - .
lelng Staff,' IR 6% . 6% 6% . 5% . 6%
Arranging . : A E R .

. ‘Training
orgapfizing - 108 -10% - 9% | o3 ' 10%
and Meeting : ; . e
4sith Parents

"7 Déallng with "’I~7% _ . 6% 8% .. 8% 1%
' Federal/sState. . S

Officials

Evaluation I 13% 113 118 - - 7% 12%

Other = <1y <1% xl%;!fﬁJv, <1% <18




gn' the average, smali distrlct D1rectors spend 24 percent of the1r

«

-

t1me manag1ng the 1nstructlonal program compared to 40 pef@@nt of

the t1me spent by the D1rectors of the largest d1str1cts.- Not -

-
surpr1s1ng, then, in the largest d1strlcts, commun1catlon about

the 1nstruct10nal programs 1s more 1nvolved and assumes a. greater .

portlon of the Title I D1rector s t;me.'“

G1ven the proflle of how adm1n1strators spend the1r tlme“ L

4

adm1n1ster1ng T1tle I, the next sectlon w1ll present data on how
burdensome T1tle I D1rectors percelve varlous requ1rements.j"-v”
N R . : :
' . . . . . . : o - »_(

NECESSITY AND BURDEN IN TITLE I ADMINISTRATION

»

RS

;, ' In order to understand ,the. perceptlons of T1tle I D1rectors

o

regard1ng burden of the legab requlremehts of T1tle I, lO sallent

-

elements were 1dent1f1ed.‘ T1tle I D1rectors were asked to rank
"j' order these elements of the legal framework on a cont1nuum of. - d
‘most burdensome to least burdensome. All 10 elements were also

- rs

ranked on a cont1nuum ranglng from most necessary to least neces- - \

Qt sary. The follow1ng are the lO 1tems of the legal framework Y.

' 1ncluded in Questlon A-43 of- the mall questlonnalre (see Appendlx

—

. A):
3. , ' .
: ® ,Ranklng and . select1ng project areas (1 e.,,procedures
’ - for selectlon of prOJect areas) }
. ; : Ranklng and. select1ng students (i. e.,-procedures for .
N A : 'determ1n1ng which children will be served W1th Title I -
Co "funds) - . :
’ ° "Parent 1nvolvement, 1nclud1ng adv1sory .councils (ive.,"

the gfture and extent of parental 1nvolvement in the'
»plan 1ng des1gn and evaluatlon) ,

LA




." . . o ' . o ' .

R
. ) Complaint resolution procedures (i.e., procedurqs.for" :
processing, responding to, and reporting problems . T

raised by parenta or other individuals)

e 'Q_EVélgation procedures (i.e., use of evalpatién‘mbdels
. for -assessing gains made by students 'in the Title I
o Sﬁ?plement-not-supplan 'pfovisionsj(i1e., data to -

. ensure that Title I funds are added to and not uSed‘tb
- replace state and local funds) : ) .
1S . . . N .
f\, e Maintenance of effort provisions (i.e., an assurance
' -that funds from state and local sources did not
- -decrease) ' B . ' o
e Coinparability procedures (i.e., documentation that
level of services in every Title I school be compar-

_ able, or roughly equal, .to the averége level in
" ‘non-Title I schools) . : -

. Excess costs determinations. (i.e., documenﬁéfign that
Title I services are supplemental using various program .
design approaches, e.g., limited pullout, pullout,
inclass, and replacement) : L

. ' .ri ‘Adequate size, scope, and guality (i.e., an assurance
o that Title I services be of sufficient size, scope, and
guality to give reasonable promise'of_success) S ?
Rankings range from 10 to 1, with 1 representing the most
necessary énd'most buraensomé'activities and‘lO’repreéenfiﬁg the
least necessary and least_burdenéome‘activities.*
An'exahination of the ave:age'rankings for the necessity
dimehsibns shows: that mean fanks range from 1.7 to 7.7.** Ranked

- o
N 1}

*To validate this ranking. approach, similar guestions were asked .
during site visits, to 100/ districts-conducted as part of this

‘study. Results from guéstions in the Title I Director Interview
indicate that when the Title I 'Director is presented with similar
guestions in an open-ended format,:similar'rankingiggf.bu:ded- '
someness” identified by fregquency offpethod~areiobt§r ed compared

to those of the mail questionnaire. | B
**A comparison of mean rankingé to median rankings indicate no
differences greater than'.2,‘so-only-mean_rankings are discussed.

B P |
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from most necessary to 1east necessary[ the‘items'and their ™
o ' . . .

‘ass6c1ated average ranklngs are:’

-

o Ranklngs and student selectlon (1.7)

.® ;‘Evaluatlon procedures (3 5) _-': .
'_‘d B Ranklng and selectlng pro;ect areag (4 2)

° Adequate,slze,"sc0pe,\and quallty prowls1ons (4. 8)

o Supplement-not-supplant provlslons (5.4)

e  Parent involvement (5.6) l o T 3
e V&aintenance of effort'prOvisions’(GgS)i ; |

} ° d'Comparablllty procedunes (7. 3)
° Excess costs determ1nat10ns (7. 5) ' : _ ‘g“h‘
o Complalnt resolutlon procedures (7 7)

fﬁ,The average ranklngs on the burden dimension range from 3.8
i N ,
to 6.5’ and 1nclude, in order, from most. burdensome to least bur—'?

densome:
f'vo-, Parent involvenent (3.8)_
. -Evaluation prigedures (4.2)v
L@ Comparablllty procedures (4 9)
=“§ Ranking and select1ng students (5.1) )a
5-o;~; Supplement—not supplant pr0V1510nS (5 5)
"6T 'Malntenance of effort prov1s1ons (5 5)
° Ranklng and select1ng project areas (6 0)
e Excess costs determlnatlons (6.0)
* Adequate s1ze, scope, and quallty proV1s1ons (6 3)
° 'Complalnt resoiutlon procedures (6. 5)

On the burden dimension, the rankrngs ‘more closely cluster .

~

"laround the mean and span -a narrOWer range. Such a d1str1but10n

47‘.




. o R ) A' ) : '. ) . B ; /

*suggests generally less agreement about what is. burdensome than‘

what is necessary. Thus, T1tle I D1rectgf :agree more On the

o

necessary elements of the program, whlle burdensome ranklngs are'

< . -

affected by other factors such as d1str1ct size. ) ’d -j,y;:"if

)

Separate ranklnguof perce1ved burden and‘necess1ty presents v

-

a, rather segmented portrayal of Tltle I D1rectors v1ews about

these requlrements. To . understand more fully how the D1rectors

4 4

: percelve these requlrements, F1gure 1 plots the mean ranklngs of

the lO‘1tems on a 2-d1mens1onal graph. Each quadrant of the plot.
1)

corresponds to one of four types of per eptlons'7

. o ; ® 'Most Necessary(and Most Burdensome. Items

- Evaluatlon o - '.\\“

- tudent selectlon

'@ » Least Necessary and Least Burdensome Items
- Complalnt resolutlon o :,. ' 'Hv. o Lf R
f—f Determlnatlons of excess costs

;—"Malntenance of effort

‘ o - :
e Most Necessary and Least Burdensome Act1v1t1es

_i Supplement-not-supplant ’ ,_‘ » P

ety v

Adequate,slze,_scope,'and quallty
- Targetlngn'i . _ ’ o

P e - Most Burdensome and ‘Least Necessary Items

- Compﬁrablllty
-: Parent 1nvolvement ’

Comparlsons by D1str1ct Slze‘.‘ T ‘ - ,l o

A . . a . .

' As some of the preV1ous analyses show, adm1n1strat1ve act14

vitiés‘vary as a»functlon of d;strlct character;st;cs such as

S '
‘ag | - S
. ) i . . -~
2o ) Nt

i .m0

|

L, T
ca .
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. be” seen 1n F1gure 2.

' RESULTS

R

size of. enrollment; -Certain"legal requirements such as compara-

blllty may not. be burdensome 1n a small'dlstrlct but may be

- extremely burdensome to larger d1str1cts hav1ng a large number of

.hschools. Table 3 presents the ‘mean burden and necesSlty ranklngs

.

- .r‘l -

.for small, med1um, and large school d1str1cts and the range of
"these means .across the three d1fferent s1ze d1str1cts. ., F1gure 2

presents the mean ranklngs for small, med1um, and large d1str1cts

along w1th the means across all d1str1cts for a part1cular

requlrement. To enh nce - the readablllty of" Flgure 2, lines are

o

drawn around the'mea is of each group of rat1ngs. W1thin.each

]

cluster the overall mean of each requlrement (two-character

‘deslgnatlon) and the ‘mean - fo% small, med1um, and large school

d1str1cts (a one-character des1gnatlons of S,_ ; Or L) are showm; e

fThe range column in. Table 3 expresses the var1ab111ty of these

—

,ratlngs prov1ded by D1rectors 1n these d1str1cts, this can also

R

I e e b

?he follow1ng sectlons focus on the results of d1str1cts

rat1ngs of burden and necess1ty.- The results focus pr1marlly on

requlrements seen ?s necessary and. burdensome and unnecessary and
fburdensome, as well as requlrements that exh1b1t large var1ab1—-"

llty between d1str1cts of d1ffer1ng s1zes.'

*Small d1str1cts are those w1th total student enrollment less
than 2,500 students; medium districts. are defined: -as those with °

'enrollments ‘greater than or equal .to 2,500 students, "but less
_than 10,000 students. Large districts are def;ned as those W1th

student enrollments of 10, 000 or more.

13
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* TABLE 3
' MEAN RANKINGS FOR SMALL, MEDIUM, AND.LARGE
DISTRICTS ON '10_ASPECTS OF TITLE I ADMINISTRATION *
-7 ON NECESSITY AND. BURDEN: DIMENSIONS

»

,’.

‘-

.-

S .' _:.' S '\; ;RANGE 3'SMALL_
Targetlng-Nece551ty '
) Targetlng-Burden -
Student Select Nece551ty
Student Select-Burden

Parent Involvement « ‘7”‘?;

. Necessity .. P 'Jfﬂédjl },?5345ﬂ{é'1 5.9uu“‘. |

. ° Parent-Involyement BT P R - :
Burdenv s e i .8) 3.8 0 i 3.6

Complalnt Resolutlon-'fggi T s -
Necessity ' . ' S (LW9) 0 7.5, 7.9
*Complalnt Resolutlon-f';'f ﬁ T S o
Bunden . .. e (9 |63 L9

6
6

'EvaluationeNeceSSityufv 'f."('f5)3?:" 3
Evaluatlon-Burden o C.8) o 4

Supplement—not Supplant-f . R S o
Necessity - - (.8 - -5.86 5.2
Supplement-not-Supplant- o et . L
Burden S (w3y . 5.4 50T
Malntenance of Effort- L oo -5
‘Necessity : o (.8) 6.3 . 6.7
'Maintenance of- Effort- S T c
Burden - - ( .5) .. .5.4 . 5.5
- Comparablllty Nece551ty : ( .4} 7.3
Comparablllty-Burden L 3.y o Bl

'Excess’ Cost-Necesszty T ( .4) 7.
Excess Cost Burden . o (.e3) T 6.

S1ze,~Scope,
“Necessity

' Size, _Scope
¥ Burden. -

Quallty-

A Quallty-._; e"‘-ﬁw}g
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. 'Comparability

The greatest variability among the requirements ex1sts on -

'ithe ratlngs'for comparability. Most of this variability arises

£

'from differences on the. burden dimension. Large districts rate

~

gcomparability as the most burdensome act1v1ty (mean rating of
'2 6) while medium districts and small districts rate compara—»
| bility as 3.8 and 5.7, respectively. ‘It is evident that com-
parability is generally not perceived as necessary across

;'districts, and its burdensomeness is most apparent in ‘the larger

'udistricts.
A recent study contracted by ‘the Department.OffEducation'

(Ellman, Ferrara,. MoskOWitz, and Stewart 1981) shows little evi-

e

dence that the ex1sting comparability prov1sion results ‘in exces-

sive administrative burden.v The results of our - study suggest

‘that the reporting of comparability as being burdensome is.

AN directly related to a district s size., The average ratings for

~

' comparability tend to make the burden rating ‘appear more neutral.

' However, when ratings"are disaggregated by district size, signﬁi

Vi

ficant-differences hre evidentt“

Parent Involvement v

s

Parent involvement is regarded by all districts as exces-

sively burdensome.' These results are somewhat surprising in view

of the small amognt of time (10 percent) Directors spend on.thesecmml;

<@ ‘ -~

activities. ~ One- can speculate thaﬁ”the true nature of ‘the burdén'
é“ ‘ ug}

of)
‘is 1nuthe difficulty of meeting an explic1t oﬁﬁunstated standard,»

_&ijii.e., the &equirement for a PAC of at least 8 members for each
i 5 9.

school haV1ng at least 75 childrenJ The System Development

. ‘ ’ - \ iy )' . -
3! b " . At o
4 y . i . D T B S Fa
: £ A o B Ed

P
b




b

Corporation's .[SDC] study of parental involvement £inds that
nearly 60 percent of‘schools providing Title I services to 75 or

‘more students had 7 or fewer mimbers on their PAC. Apparently,

-this'requirement is difficult to meet..

vaaluatlon

Ratlngs of " the evaluatlon requlrement 1nd1cate that: evalu—
atlon 1s seen as burdensome but necessary._ There 1s llttle
var1ab111ty among d1fferent s1ze d1str1cts on how evaluatlon 1s
rated. Th1s f1nd1ng contracts research f1nd1ngs of a recent:
report, based prlmarlly on case study- data,_that pﬁogram managers
view T1tle I evaluatlon requlrements are both burdensome and |
unnecessary | In a recent survey conducted by'Dav1d.(1981) the

evaluatlon requlrement is characterlzed as "just one of the many

(. hoops to ~go through in order to rece1ve..y. . [Federall funds?'

and also aé “an unnecessary but requlred evil

. e e whlch does little harm but 1s of no partlcular use.vj.To

the contrary, data from DPS 1nd1cate that local Title I° admini-
strators see evaluatlon as hlghly necessary. Slnce the t1me that*
David collectedbher data, d1str1cts have had more of an. oppor—
tun1ty ‘to make use of evaluatlon after gett1ng over the problemsz

\\ assoc1ated with 1mplementat10n 1n the f1rst years.

Targetlng

Targetlng is.. generally seen as falllng at the mldp01nt of

a""..

the burden d1mens10n&ayet 1t varles some%hat ‘on t@h@pgcesslty
d1mens1qn. Large d1str1Cts rate target;ng as more necessary than

'smaller d1str1cts do. These results are 1n llne with general

expectatlons ‘since the smaller d1str1cts that serve few schools .

. ' A “2 s . .
. N
’ L d 9 L . .

\)4 - _‘ "l..‘ ) ' . - Vo




<

devote much.leSS'time‘to targeting than distxicts with larger

v
-

numbers of schools. t

Complaint Resolution

Complaint resolutlon var1es on both the necess1ty and burden ))
dimensions as a function of district size. Smaller d1str1cts
rate compla1nt resoluslon as ‘more necessary and more burdensome

than larger d1str1cts do. Desp1te these dlfferences, complalnt

resolutlon is perce1ved as the least necessary and least burden-
. - B » .
. some requlrement;

L )

® '

'rFACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH BURDEN ' AND NECESSITY
| In an earller section an examlnatlon of the parent 1nvolve- -
ment requlrement Suggests that rat1ngs of burden are not neces-
hsarlly a function of t1me spent on a part1cular requlrement
s1nce parent 1nvolvement was rated as among. the most burdensome
requlrements even though only“lO peré;nt’;f the average D1rec;
tor's time was spent on that requlrement. An examlnatlon of the
burden rat1ngs and their relatlonshlp to the -overall amount of
't1me spent on the adm1n1stratlon of Title I 1nd1cates that except
for the. burden assoc1ated with comparablllty, burden is not a
.functlon of time spent on admlnlstratlon. Thée rat1ngs of burden
assoc1ated w1th comparablllty are h1ghly related to the’ amount of
t1me spent administering T1tle I, e. g., smaller dlstrlcts D1rec-'
Vtors who spend ‘less time adm1n1ster1ng the program rate compara-

.iblll£y as - less burdensome than D1rectors 1n larger d1str1cts Who
spend ‘more t1me admlnlsterlng the program and rate comparablllty

.as more'burdensome.




‘In an.effort to more closely examine the,relationship ’A’
) between time spent on a particular requirement and.ratlngs of,
necess1ty and burden for that requlrement, time spent on evalu—
ation and parent 1nvolvement is compared to T1tle I D1rectors
ratlngs of burden and necess1ty Tables 4 and 5 present the .
“results of this analysls, wh1ch 1nd1cate that _the greater
percentage ‘of time spent on parental 1nvolvement‘and evaluatlon
‘the more likely it is that these requirements will be'rated,as p
more necessary For exaﬁfle,‘D;rectors who spend no tlme on
parent 1nvolvementArate thé necessity of parent 1nvolvement as

6.4 on a lO—p01nt scale compared to those D1rectors who . spend at
least percent of their t1me on parent 1nvolvement and rate 1t
as 5.0 on the same scale. : o "fl .h 3. ‘i ‘

T1me spent on parental.1nvolvement does not show any stat1s—,~

1cal posltlve relatlonshlp to. ratlngs of burden, whlle for eval—:
uatlon there seems to be a- relatlonshlp ‘showing that the more
t1me spent on evaluatlon the more likely it is to be perce1ved as
_burdensome.- The results on the’ relatlonshlp between t1me spent
on parent 1nvolvement and the ratings of burden re1nforce earller"

sconcluslons that the burden assoc1ated w1th parental 1nvolvement

1s more psychologlcal and llkely to be a functlonrof frustratlon,

A unmet expectatlons, and bureaucrat1c requ1rementﬁﬂw1th few V1s1—_

ble .conseguences. o 'v"mH4 . Can

IMPACTS OF ECIA = R L Lo

4

~

The f1nal research questlon addressed 1s,4“What are the

llkely 1mpacts of ECIA,on paperwork and admlnlstratlve burden?"’




 TABLE 4 L .

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TIME SPENT ON E
PARENT INVOLVEMENT AND RATINGS OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

256

_REQUIREMENTS
. o oy . A
: Mean Ratings of Parental
Percentage of Total Time Requirements*
Spent Administering Title I .
Spent on Parent Involvement - Necessity n Burden = n_
| | ) - R -
& - 0% o 6.4%F 104 4.3 £ 100
1-5% . - © 5.9 - 538 4.0 520:
6-10% I 5.4 . @80 - 3.7 471
11-15% 5.0 . 190" ‘”h3}6;;w;182,r
16% or more . 5.0 262 3.8
Totat . 5.5 1,565 3.8 1,530

*A rat1ng of 1 represents the most necessary or purdensome '
requlrement and -a rating of 10 represents the 1east necessary or .
'burdensome requlrement. , — _ }

**An F ratlo was stat1stlca11y slgnlflcant at p <_.01.




TABLE 5"

.?1 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TIME SPENT ON EVALUATION
AND RATINGS OF THE EVALUATJON REQUIREMENT

N

. . ' b . : .
. . - . . . . . [ A

Mean Ratings of Parental .

Percentage of Total T1me Lo T Requirements
. Spent Administering Title I ' . - Co - :
Spent on Evaluation - = . Necessity n_ Burden _n’
| 0% | | | _yv___"3.6** 112 f4’.'-7»‘**‘ 94 ~
1-5§ T 3.8 305 | 283
6-10% S R 3.6"""-;-_5- 500 "’--4.2/» 463
’ i1-15% - e DR Y- 252 41 243
16% or more . Qo 3.1 442 -'3:8 | 424°
Total - v'ft ' 3,5-v,7 L(Gli- t .4,2 1,507

*A rat1ng of 1 represents the most necessary or burdensome - :
.‘requlrement and a- rating of 10’ represents the least necessary or.
burdensome requirement, . S

‘**An F ratio was statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant at .E <-.Ol.
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"weaknesses. Out of a sample of approx1mately 200 d1str1ct
-D1rectors, 19 percent of the respondents 1nd1cate that he b

.feature of ECIA is that 1t e11m1nates parent volvement

'Other'specialbreports_in thisfsegies focus on ECIA and its

and student'selec-.

"tion,' The two activities rated as mo t burdensome and least

necessary’ by Title I D1rectors--parent 1nvolvement and compar-
ab111ty-—are slgnlflcantly altered by ECIA and have, on the face,

b 3

been made less burdensome.u_' o ’ : ' L

R

Under §556(b)(3) of Chapter 1, LEAs must consult W1th

<

fteachers and parents as they design and implement the1r Chapter 1

{" . N

}Hprojects. HOWever, LEAs are not reqqued to. use PACs to meet the

parent consultatlon requlrement, nor are LEAs requlred to meet

~ .
-

~ the other PAC reqd1rement 1f the PAC is maintained.

. [ ] )
Concern1ng comparablllty, Chapter 1 does not requl that'

: LEAs file comparablllty reports if the LEA has flled a wr1tten_

: assurance W1th the SEA that 1t has establlshed.

‘1-
‘® A d1str1ctW1de salary schedule 1':’/\\
:o A pollcy to ensure equlvalence among schools 1h

teachers, adm1n1strators, ~and aux111ary personnel

"e

e A pOllCY to ensure equlvalence among schools in the .
- _pr0V1s1on of curriculum materlals and 1nstructlonal
h"supplles : : :

When Title I D1rectors ‘who. answered the mall questlonnalre

hwere asked the1r oplnlons on ECIA, only 14 percent report they

knew of ECIA and could make an assessment of 1ts strengths and

equire=

.ments of P.L;‘93j380. Elghteen percent th1nk ECIA s st ength is

e
- :



thelreduCtion of paperwork,land l4‘percent feelvit willfpermit
more'local control. L | |

At the same time, l4vpercent of the D1rectors answer1ng
this questlon feel that the. relax1ng of requ1rements for parent
1nvolvement 1s among the worst features of ECIA. F1ve percent of
the respondents indicate that although Federal regulatlons and '

requlrements mlght decrease because of ECIA, state controls and

burden m1ght‘1ncrease.

SUMMARY . R

The precedlng d%scusslon examines how requlrements for the o

- T1tle~I program ‘are perceived by adm1n1strators of T1tle I at the

2

\
‘local leVel.. A prev1ous rev1ew by the CCSSO 1nd1cated that

adm1n1strat1ve requlrements of T1tle I were burdensome and needed'

"mod1f1catlon. Rat1ngs of T1tle I D1rectors in the’ mall survey

1nd1cate that p&rent 1nvolvement,.evaluatlon, comparablllty, and
S .

student selectlon are cons1defed to be burdensome program e~

requ1rements. Yet two of these—-evaluatlon and student selec—

ftlon-—are also thought to be highly necessary for the program

~

 An examlnatlon oﬁ comparablllty, targetlng, ‘and " compla;nt
%" : . : ) .
resolutlon reveals that rat1ngs of burden are heaV1ly 1nfluenced

;

"vby the dlstrlct s, measure of s1ze. For example, comparabllity 1sf

-

s ¢ .

. ,pted extremely burdensome by large d1str1cts but more . neutral pn"

N

g the burden d1menslon by smaller d1str1cts. In the area of evalu-
' b
_atlon, rat1ngs of the burden perce1ved by T1tle I D1rectors are

”vdlrectly related to the amount of t1me they spend on. evaluatlon.

. . . .
’ . . o . Lo 1
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However; thls is. not true with respect to the parental 1nvolve-
ment requirement - suggestlng that the burden rat1ng assoclated_
with;parental involvementlﬁay be“morela function of psychologlcal
"factors such.as frustration with unmet enpectatione:than the.
amount of time spent. In making decisions‘about reduction of’
admlnlstratlve requ1rements, pollcymakers must not onhﬁ;con51der
the burden assoc1ated w1th a particular requ1rement, but they

’must welgh the 1mportance ‘of that requ1rement and how perceptlons N
N .of burden may vary depend1ng on dlstrlct characterlstlcs.

| ' Although dlstrlcts are hopeful that ECIA w1ll reduce paper-'
work and relax certain requlrements, there is concern that as the

‘state- role in Chapter 1 admlnlstratlon 1ncreases,.state-related

_ paperwork may o 1ncrease.
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‘.40. In 1980—81 what percent of your time was spent administering Tit]e I?
(Circ]e the number that- app1ies ) : o

0-25% Lo _ j 4 18
26-50% . _ - : . - :
51-75%
.76-100%

E-WISR LR

, o ) e |
4]1. Of the total time you spent administering Title I in 1980 81 estimate
. the percentage of time you spent on each -of the following tasks.
(P]ease make: sure your response does not exceed 1100%. ) -

:PREPARING TITLE 1 APPLICATIONS AND REPORTS "
DE-VELOPING Aiin MAN,AGI’NG THE TITLE 1 BUDGET‘ '

MANAGING AND SUPERVISING THE TITLE I INSTRUCTIONAL
. PROGRAM: ‘

HIRING'STAF.F AND ARRANGING tm-ﬂmé_‘-i B

&
4

- ORGANIZING AND MEETING.WITH PARERT GROUPS

g;,‘_\L mszmm_ _FEDERAL" AND 'STATE OFFICIALS

EVALUATION

| bTuER. g sPLfE’AS'E '.,_s,PEch_v::p |
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43:" Listed below are 10 categories of requirements in the existing Title I. 121
. Yaw and regulations. Based on your. experience, which of these - .
" requirements are the most necessary for attaining the objectives of
. the program? The least .necessary? According to your best estimates, . .
‘ Nhich:of-these,requireméntsjare the most burdensome, or require the--~~ ° -
most paperwork? o ' bt S a

IN:THIS COLUMN, IN THIS COLUMN,
| _ RANK THESE.PRO-¢, RANK THESE PRO-:
o B | “.VISIONS FROW'1. - VISIONS FROM 1 -
i oo T0 10. 1" THE T0 10. "1 MOSF
S . ,~'MOST NECESSARY ~ BURDENSOME; =

T REQUIREMENT 2" NEXT MOST o
vy Do upWUNEXT MOST - BURDENSOME, ETC. .~ °

T I "3 NECESSARY, ETC.
© RANKING. AND SELECTING PROJECT
AREAS. - oot

-

. .
. ~B
b
-h
o
"
-h
S

. RANKING AND SELECTING STUDENTS

. .. PARENT INVOLVEMENT, INCLUDING -

K ¢

ADVISORY COUNCILS i o
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~ ‘COMPLATINT RESOLUTION PROCEDURES: .
"’s . -EVALUATION PROCEDURES .« - (T o
% SUPPLEMENT-NOT-SUPPLANT PROVISIONS L S

) A . ‘ . . e N

. . . g .'.‘_ . _?r'
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DEQUATE ;SIZE;: SCOPE, AND S g e
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